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But the truth is, as it appears after a little considera-
tion, that in this rough comparison we have not sufficiently
remembered the very peculiar view taken by the Jews—
perhaps originally by other ancient nations—of royalty.
It is possible, though it cannot be proved, that other
nations, such as the Greeks, gave the name of king, in the
first instance, to the god of the particular tribe, and after-
wards transferred it to the human being who was supposed
to be sprung from him, or beloved and inspired by him.
But that among the Jews the notion of royalty was derived
from that of divinity, seems clear.    Human kings were
appointed late in Palestine, but from a much earlier time
the twelve tribes had lived under a monarchy.    Their
national Divinity had been their king.     He had been
believed to march at the head of their armies, and to
bestow victory, to punish wrong-doing, and to heal differ-
ences when the tribes were at peace.    The human king
who was afterwards appointed was king but in a secondary
sense, as the deputy of the Invisible King, and the inspired
depositary of His will.    Now it is important to remark
that the human king represented the Divine King in cer-
tain matters only, and not in others.    In the habitual
acts "of administration the king officiated, but there were
some acts which Jehovah had done for the nation once
for all, in which, as they were not to be repeated, none
of the house of David could represent Him.    Yet these
acts were far greater than those which -were regularly
repeated, and  displayed much more magnificently the
royalty of Jehovah.
These acts were two—the calling of the nation, and the
institution of its laws.
It was believed, in the first place, that the .nation

